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Introduction

A distinguishing characteristic of the globalized world is the rapid change in
technology, social life, and the economy, which has led to a growing demand for
highly qualified professionals by business, industry, education, and health sectors. As
such, higher education institutions are being tasked with better equipping students for
our rapidly changing society. However, this endeavour cannot be simply afforded to
academic education. Rather, these institutions need to expand students” awareness of
socio-cultural and economic development and develop their cognitive habits so that
they can transform into efficient, mature, and independent learners (Sanchez & Ruiz,
2008).

Addressing these issues creates pressure on higher education institutions to be
innovative, and at many universities, innovation has been identified to be neither
entirely beneficial nor usable (Collis, 2010). However, it is generally believed that
culture has an impact on innovation. In their report on innovation in higher education,
Brennan, Ryan, Ranga, Broek, Durazzi and Kamphuis (2014) draw our attention to the
need for an organizational culture in which innovation increases creativity and
expands awareness — that is to say, organizations become more open to innovation and
less resistant to change. One study conducted by Obendhain and Johnson (2004)
analyzed the impact of the types of organizational culture on product and process
innovation and concluded that an adhocracy culture is ideal in the case of innovation.
In the same vein, Kezar and Eckel (2002), with their focus on institutional culture and
change strategies, experienced that change seems to be possible when it is aligned with
the culture in place. The literature further contains some items which directly focus on
the relationship between organizational culture and organizational innovativeness
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996; Mohammed & Bardai, 2012; Vaira,
2004; Zhu, 2013).

To date, several studies (Garison & Kanuka, 2004; Latchem et al, 2007;
Schneckenberg, 2009; Zhu & Engels, 2014) have argued that some higher education
institutions are hesitant towards and highly resistant to change. In their study on
blended learning in higher education, Garison and Kanuka (2004) discuss that the
causes of this resistance have been subject to intense debate within their
undergraduate experience, innovative policies, and culture. In a similar case, Zhu and
Engels (2014) have deduced that higher education institutions have recently
experienced various innovations in management, internationalization, teaching, and
learning, such as mobility, curriculum, alumni engagement, attracting international
students, funding opportunities, accreditation, with management learning strategies
at the macro-level alongside instructional approaches and methods, as well as the
application of technology in learning and teaching at the micro-level.

Instructional Innovations

In the context of innovation systems, there are plenty of organizations and
institutions to foster entrepreneurship, innovation, and economic growth between
industry and knowledge-based organizations (Lundvall, 1992). Among these actors,
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the role of universities is considered necessary for the undertakings of science and
innovation. The existing instructional literature highlights that the term innovation has
been perceived as the changes or reforms that take place in such domains as
educational policies, practices, academic work, curriculum, assessment regimes,
methods of teaching and learning, pedagogy, technology, knowledge and ideas
(Cohen & Ball, 2007; Kozma, 1985; Schneckenberg, 2009; Zhu & Engels, 2014). Kozma
(1985) states that higher education institutions have been severely forced to change
their instructional practices for interaction with other actors. Thus, universities attach
great importance to-globalization, technology and developments in teaching and
learning approaches (Burner, 2018) which appear to be intricately linked to the studies
by Biesta, 2010 and Miller et al. 2009. According to Credaro (1997), the ‘globalization’
of society is an external force that must be maintained in a competitive environment.
In terms of educational aspects, this may be considered as the need for adaptation to
international research and national trends. Besides, societal changes and the
requirements of the job market also produce a need to develop more innovative
instructional practices, such as self-directed learning, collaborative learning, and
learning with new technologies that are required because of the changes in social life
and job requirements (Zhu & Engels, 2014). Moreover, technology is forcing the way
of teaching. In the past, teachers possessed much of the information but now it is
available online. This changes the old model in which teachers present the content and
students absorb it. As a result, educators now need to restructure and redesign the
classroom to adopt the different roles of students and themselves (Nour ul Amin,
2018). In a technology adopted environment, collaboration, problem-solving, and
higher-order thinking skills can be promoted to create projects, increase student
engagement, and learn from each other (Keser, Uzunboylu, & Ozdamli, 2011; Kurt,
2010). The developments in teaching and learning approaches require curricular
reform, changes in staff, shifts in teacher-student relationships from being teacher-
centred to student-centred, and the need for the modification of teaching practices and
policies and procedures (Shen, 2008). Together, these studies indicate that internal and
external drivers propel the need for change in educational institutions (Robbins & De
Cenzo, 2001).

In higher education institutions, the term innovation has been perceived to refer to
the changes or reforms in various domains such as educational policies, practices,
academic work, curricula, assessment regimes, methods of teaching and learning,
pedagogical technology, knowledge, and ideas (Cohen & Ball, 2007; Kozma, 1985;
Schneckenberg, 2009; Scott, 2012; Zhu & Engels, 2014). Thus, universities mainly focus
on instructional innovation approaches such as collaborative learning, cooperative
learning, student-centred pedagogy, computer-supported learning, online learning,
and web-based platforms (Atmaca, 2007; Brandon & Hollingshead, 1999; Ellis, Ginns
& Piggott, 2009; Garrison, Kanuka, 2004; Gokhale, 1995; Wright, 2011). These
approaches focus more on the active involvement of the learner, maintaining
interaction with others, and the reorganization of the knowledge structures (Packer &
Goicoechea, 2000), which is what Vygotsky defines as constructivism. In
constructivism, as suggested by Vgotsky (1978), the environment in which the learners
have grown up is effective in their thinking style and building of knowledge. In a
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similar vein, Brandon (2004) states that learners can find solutions to their problems,
collaborate, and thereafter assess their learning in constructivist learning
environments.

This study, therefore, set out to obtain data on three innovative trends in teaching
and learning. (1) Student-centred learning: an active learning process in which
students are involved in what they are studying (Brown, 2008), which thus enhances
motivation, learning, and student achievement (McCombs & Whisler, 1997), making
students creative thinkers and self-sufficient learners (Brown, 2008).

(2) Collaborative learning: in collaborative learning, all participants interact during
which students lead the activities while the lecturers act as facilitators or guides
(Kirschner, 2001; Weiner, 1986), fostering critical thinking, encouraging deep-learning,
and enabling students to perform significantly better than learning individually
(Gokhale, 1995).

(3) Using instructional technologies (e-learning and computer-supported
collaborative learning): In this research, there are two types of applications, e-learning
and computer-supported collaborative learning (CSCL), currently being adopted into
use as technologies. The first type, e-learning, describes the interaction in which
students use numerous electronic synchronous and asynchronous technological
applications in study environments, such as computers, the internet, tablets, mobile
phones, television, and the radio (El Mhouti, Erradi & Nasseh, 2019). The second type,
computer-supported collaborative learning, is defined by Newman, Webb, and
Cochrane (1999) as the computer software or network hardware selected to support
the collaborative learning process in an instructional environment. The use of
technologies in education provides opportunities for countries and chances for the
new generation of teachers to be prepared for the current and coming century, and for
existing teachers to comply with the 21st-century tools and approaches for learning
and teaching (Behera, 2013).

Organizational Culture Barriers and Facilitators for Instructional Innovation

Creating an organizational culture in which all management and academic staff
can work collaboratively and consider new ideas has a vital role in developing
innovations (Nesbit & Leacock, 2006). Besides, Tanggaard (2014) mentions that there
is a growing need to create a more democratic and collaborative organizational culture
that would facilitate innovation. Similarly, Lea, Stephenson, and Troy (2003) point out
that an organization’s success in innovation is based on its organizational culture, as
it provides the necessary conditions for learning, support, and innovation.
Organizational culture has contributed to an increase in instructional innovation when
the ability to encourage instructional innovations (i.e., student-centred learning,
collaborative learning, e-learning, computer-supported collaborative learning) is
present (Denton, 1998). Kilicer and Odabasi (2013) support the notion that there is a
mutual relationship between education and innovativeness wherein both receive
input from and are affected by the other. In other words, education shapes
innovativeness and supports its development, while innovativeness increases the
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quality of education. Umbach and Wawrzynski (2005) suggest that students learn
more when the instructional culture emphasizes effective, student-centred practices.
In a similar vein, Barkley, Major, and Cross (2014) have also argued that knowledge is
better constructed through the creation of a culture of shared artefacts, norms, and
values as suggested by constructivists. In their study of culture and e-learning,
Newton, and Ellis (2005) identified that e-learning represents and transfers
organizational culture. Regarding CSCL, Orlikowski (1992) examined that an
organization’s culture and its members’ understanding of technology has an impact
on collaborative supported learning.

When the literature is evaluated, it becomes clear there are certain organizational
culture barriers and facilitators that either stimulate or hinder instructional innovation.
Among them, Martins and Terblanche (2003) suggest that the structure seemingly
emphasizing specific values influences the promotion or restriction of innovation in
organizations Following that concept, Arad et al. (1997) imply that an organizational
structure with values like freedom and flexibility supports innovation; however,
values like rigidity, control, and predictability (mostly associated with hierarchical
structures) will hamper innovation. Additionally, organizational goals and objectives
reflect the priorities and values of organizations and, as a result, may promote or
hinder innovation (Arad et al., 1997). Judge et al. (1997) claim that top management
prescribes a set of strategic goals. If they allow personnel to have greater freedom
within the context of these goals, it will have a positive influence that would promote
innovation among academic staff members and students (McClure, 2016), otherwise,
it will create chaos and thus have a negative influence, a notion also supported by
Covey (1993) and Nazari and Shahdadnejad (2011).

In the postulation of new empirical studies, it is clear that management can
haveeither a supporting or a hindering role in innovation. Open communication,
managers” tolerance of mistakes, managerial support in the availability of resources
and in adapting the rules that are available either improves or detracts from the
likelihood of innovation occurring (Ahmed, 1998; Tushman & OReilly, 1997). In a
similar vein, what Nazari and Shahdadnejad (2011) define as authoritarian
management is managers or leaders who are opposed to any changes, which might
eventually cause participatory management and creative thinking to disappear.
However, the prospect of liberated approaches to innovation depends highly on
victory over the obstacles.

In terms of the characteristics of members of universities, it is pivotal that academic
staff members’ beliefs and attitudes towards innovations are integrated into
innovation (Mumtaz, 2000). Therefore, academic staff members with positive attitudes
towards instructional innovations will be positively disposed towards using them in
the classroom; otherwise, they will be less likely to accept and adapt to instructional
innovations than those with positive attitudes (Harrison & Rainer, 1992). One study
by Pelgrum (2001) examined the success of instructional innovation, contingent
mainly upon the skills and knowledge of the lecturer. Academic staff members’ lack
of knowledge and skills has a role in affecting the use of instructional innovations for
both developed and underdeveloped countries. Khan, Hasan and Clement (2012) state
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that vigilant attention needs to be paid to the training of teachers before they are
assigned regular classes so that they could be integrated into the innovations at
universities. Many researchers argue that organizational culture with a focus on trust
and open communication supports innovation (Dunford, 1999; Martins & Martins,
2002), which creates the impression that it will be easier for stakeholders to adapt to
the use of innovations if there is a relationship with a high level of trust between
employees and academic leaders. In other words, innovation cannot be achieved if
organizational culture promotes a low degree of trust (Martins & Martins, 2002). An
organizational culture that allows employees to think creatively and spend their time
on generating new ideas promotes innovation (Martins &Terblanche, 2003; Shattow,
1996). In contrast, a focus on productivity and downsizing leads to more pressure,
serving as a formidable barrier to innovation (Filipczak, 1997).

There are aspects of the literature that can be usefully addressed in analysing the
organizational culture and innovation present in higher education, including
management, creativity, organizational strategies, collaboration, communication,
process innovation, innovative capabilities, and organizational archetypes. However,
such studies remain narrow in their focus on dealing with the role of organizational
culture features which influence instructional innovations in universities. In their
empirical study, Zhu and Engels (2014) report that organizational culture can be an
excellent catalyst for instructional change at universities. This view is also supported
by Glor (2014), Tushmann and O'Reilly (1997), and Tierney (2008), who note that
culture plays a crucial role in allowing or hindering instructional innovation in
universities.

The overall objective of this study is to contribute to the growing area of research
on instructional innovation and organizational culture by demonstrating the
organizational culture barriers and facilitators with an impact on instructional
innovations at Turkish universities with the academic staff members’ views by
employing the qualitative method. For these purposes mentioned above, the research
questions that guided this study are as follows:

1. What are the views of academic staff members regarding organizational
culture barriers to instructional innovation at public universities in Turkey?

2. What are the views of academic staff members regarding the organizational
culture facilitators for instructional innovation at public universities in
Turkey?

Method
Research Design

To investigate the academic staff members’ views of the barriers to and facilitators
of instructional innovation in Turkish higher education, the present study applied
semi-structured interviews with university academic staff members. The interviews
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were used in this study to uncover the details regarding the barriers and facilitators to
instructional innovation at Turkish universities.

Research Sample

Regarding the sampling method, a stratified two-stage probability sampling
design was used to select the universities that would be a part of this study. During
the first stage, we aimed to include universities from the Entrepreneurial and
Innovative University Index 2015 prepared by TUBITAK (the Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey- Quata sampling). There are, in total, 50
public and private universities on this list. With this list, TUBITAK aims to encourage
entrepreneurship and innovation activities at the universities as well as increase
competition among the universities for the development of entrepreneurship within
the country (Iskender &Bati, 2015). Out of 50 universities, four public universities were
selected depending on the degree of heterogeneity and homogeneity of their
characteristics. To ensure anonymity, we coded the universities as University 1,
University 2, University 3, and University 4, and calculated their approximate
percentile. The universities” percentiles are as follows: University 1: between 50-70%.
University 2: between 30-50%, University 3: between 10-30%, University 4: top 10%.
Each of these universities fills a different mission. For example, University 1 is the first
university of the republic, follows the continental European system and specializes in
law and political science. University 2 was originally established as a Teacher Training
Institute. University 3 was established oriented to medicine. University 4 differs from
the others in terms of having an internationally oriented, technically/engineering-
oriented program structure and being an Anglo Saxon-campus university. In terms of
their history, program structure and physical properties, they differ a lot (ISCED, 1997,
TUSIAD, 2008). However, their management system, financial structure,
administration structure, level of autonomy, and student admission (university
entrance exam) are similar due to the central government (Emil, 2018). We included
our sample from the educational faculty of those four public universities to exhibit a
proportional representation of the different departments (Bryman, 2016). In the second
stage, while selecting academic staff members, the maximum variation sampling type
was chosen from the purposeful sampling methods. This type provides more
significant insights by identifying and selecting participants that are especially
knowledgeable about the organizational culture and instructional innovations
(Cresswell & Clark, 2011; Yirdaw 2016). Besides, it helps to maximize rather than
generalize the diversity relevant to the research questions (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013).
Moreover, Bernard (2002) stressed the importance of availability and willingness to
share experiences. In this study, the primary criterion for recruiting participants is
their work experience at the university. Participants with a minimum 5-year
experience at the university are included. The second criterion was to generalize the
findings, thus enable the selection of participants with a variety of academic titles
ranging from assistant professor, associate professor to professor.

In addition to the purposeful sampling method of inviting those who met the
criteria, initial participants helped the researcher identify and locate others (Merriam,
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1988). Thus, the second method utilized was snowball sampling. By applying the
criteria above, we interviewed 20 academic staff members from the faculty of
education of four public universities in Turkey using a semi-structured interview
guide.

To maintain anonymity and confidentiality, we allocated each participant a
number and coded them as P1, P2, P3, ....., P 20. Nearly half of the participants (45%)
had 5-15-years of experience at their universities and 40 % had 15-25 years of working
experience and 15 % had 25-35 years of working experience. Regarding their ages, the
participants were predominantly between 30 and 45 years old (65 %) and the
percentages of those participants who are older than 46 years were 35 %. An inquiry
into the title each participant held revealed that the majority of them reported working
as associate professor (45%), 30% and 25 % reported working as assistant professor
and professor, respectively. As to their gender, a considerable number of participants
are male (70 %) while 30% were female.

Data Collection

While preparing interview questions, we basically followed social constructivism
theory to stress the importance of collaboration between the learners (Duffy &
Jonassen, 1992), the relationship between the learner and the instructor (Bauersfeld,
1995) and the content and the learners rather than the instructor (Gamoran, Secada &
Marrett, 2000). Moreover, social constructivism assumes that organizations can change
their culture by putting people together to collaborate, change the conversation and
create new knowledge for new resources (Camargo-Borges & Rasera, 2013). Thus,
social constructivism theory guided us to see if it was possible to identify
organizational culture elements with either a negative or a positive influence on the
implementation of innovative approaches. . Upon determining research questions and
limiting the problem situation with the theoretical framework, we formatted different
types of interview questions such as opinion, experience and behavioural questions. It
also allowed us to determine the orientation of the theoretical framework and the
previous research (Sandelowski, 1986; Patton, 2015).

Following this phase, the interview questions (asked in Turkish) were checked by
both relevant experts in the field of higher education and language experts so that the
potential problems caused by incoherency and inconsistency could be reduced. The
pilot interview was carried out by two academic staff members at a Turkish University
to ensure that the interview questions were well formulated, and any potential
problems or misunderstandings could be avoided. Following the pilot interviews, the
interview questions were validated and given some adjustments and improvements,
with some of the questions being re-formulated.

In the semi-structured interviews, data were collected from five main questions
allowing an inquiry in a flexible, responsive, and open manner. As Patton (2015)
suggested, questions allowed to elicit information from the participants. Thus,
interviews were just like an open discussion between the interviewee and the
interviewer while the questions were formulated in such a way to help the researchers
answer the research questions without being too specific. Then, the participants were
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asked to provide answers in their own words which led to a different flow. That is, the
opening question remained the same for all participants; yet from that on, the
participant’s responses shaped the rest of the interview. This was exciting but it was
also challenging to decide when to follow up, when to move on without interrupting
the participants. However, this directed us to go deeper for finding the answers to our
research questions. The questions that guided our study were about instructional
innovations and organizational culture barriers and facilitators. Therefore, we first
asked the participants how they perceived instructional innovations. Then, we
questioned how they implemented innovative approaches. Afterwards, we tried to
elicit if it was easy or difficult for them to implement these approaches. In addition to
the general challenges and facilitators, we asked the institutional, individual factors
influencing instructional innovations.

Before collecting data, researchers received ethical approval for it from the METU
Ethics Committee. Once the permission was granted, an initial contact in person, by
phone or e-mail was ensured to discover whether the participants were willing or they
were available at certain times, or they had the experience to participate in the study.
Then, we sent an email or a message to schedule the date, time and topic for the
interview upon receiving a consent form and offering explanations about the research.
We were also noticeably clear that the interview would take some 30-45 minutes. In
this study, the data was collected through face-to-face interviews and skype video
calls. Just before the interviews, the participants were informed about the study and
were asked for their permission to have the audio recorded. One of the participants
did not give permission for recording the audio, and hence, notes were taken instead.
The rest of the interviews were audio-recorded.

Data Analysis

All data was transcribed after having finished the data collection process. Then,
the data was collated, coded, and sorted out into codes, categories, and themes
emerging from the data with a thematic approach (Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2013).
While coding, inductive approaches were used from the participants’ comments
regarding the organizational culture barriers and facilitators for instructional
innovation. These codes were constructed and modified throughout the coding
process and displayed in diagrammatic and narrative form. In the same table, the
frequencies and percentages of the participants were quantified, and in the writing-up
process, the research findings were presented through direct quotations from the
participants.

Validity and Reliability

To test the credibility (internal validity) of the findings, a member check, also
known as respondent validation, was ensured. The first author sent the reports to the
participants via e-mail to verify the authenticity of the work, and their comments
assisted in checking on the applicability of the findings. The aim was to seek a
correlation between the findings and the views of the participants (Bryman, 2016). The
researcher also employed what Denzin (2017) calls triangulation; that is, multiple
observations, a variety of sources, different methods, and theoretical aspect through
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more than one source of data. Denzin (2017) identifies this type as data triangulation
which means collecting data in different periods and from different sources to confirm,
develop or gain a broader and more detailed description of the research problems. In
this study, the findings were triangulated with the Turkish Higher Education Strategic
Plan (2015-2019) delivered by the Council of Higher Education (COHE) in 2014. As a
response to the developments in the world, this document identifies the needs,
opportunities, and threats of Turkish Higher Education Institutions (COHE, 2014).
Some notable examples are organizational culture, quality assurance, performance
management, the motivation of the staff, centralized governance, distance learning,
innovative approaches in graduate, undergraduate education.

Results

Results of the Views of Academic Staff Members regarding the Organizational
Culture Barriers to Instructional Innovations at Public Universities in Turkey (RQ1)

Based on thematic coding, five main organizational culture barriers have been
identified regarding instructional innovations according to the views of academic staff
members at public universities in Turkey. The identified barriers are institutional
factors, characteristics of members, rewards and recognition, leadership style, and
support mechanisms, all of which can hinder instructional innovation (namely
student-centred learning, collaborative learning, and the use of educational
technologies) (see Table 1).

Table 1

The Perceptions of Academic Staff Members on Organizational Cultural Barriers to
Instructional Innovation

Themes Categories f* % Codes
Institutional
Factors Mechanistic Structure 20 7.5 Rulesand policies
20 7.5 imbalance between schools and
universities

16 6.01 less autonomy
14 5.26 less merit
9 3.3 less freedom

Top-down management

features 14 526 micro-managed
14 526 less engagement in decision
making

Characteristics of Low capacity for innovation
members
Academic staff members:
13 4.88 lack of practice
12 45 workload
10 3.75 reluctance to apply
misunderstanding instructional
9 3.3  innovation (technological tools)
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Table 1 Continue

Themes Categories f* %  Codes
Students:
14 526  exam anxiety
10 375  lack of higher order thinking

skills
Normative commitment 6 2.25  caring about the defined rules
Reward and Quantity based 20 75 number of projects, articles)
recognition achievement criteria
13 488  student assessment of teaching
performance
Leadership style Autocratic Senior level
13 488  organizer
14 526  usinglegal power
Support
mechanism Lack of resources 18 676  funds

6 2.25 motivation

For the institutional factors of OC hampering instructional innovation at Turkish
Universities, two categories were outlined. Of these, the mechanistic structure is the
category cited most frequently compared to the top-down management features. In
the mechanistic structure category, participants mostly expressed defined rules and
policies as emerging issue. One participant commented on this:

...It is difficult to see the modern management system in Turkish public
universities. Instead, we must apply the rules and policies coming from
the top. It is quite traditional and mechanistic, so innovation is not easy.
When you want to make some changes, you have difficulty in finding
support from your superiors. They do not attach importance to our
effort. We have less power and support in making changes. In theory,
we are free to apply whatever we like. But those approaches sometimes
require external support. In addition to these, you know it is not
important how you deliver the course for promotion However, they
behave differently to different people and whoever is close to the
management is promoted easily without considering their performance.
If you are close to the dean, rector or COHE, it is easy to get promoted
and get support. (P3, U1, 48, male).

Another participant stated the negative aspect of centralized management on
instructional innovation as follows:

... In my university, I cannot use computer-supported collaborative
learning or e-learning approaches. These are what we learned from our
lecturers at wuniversity or from the literature. In real-time
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implementation, I find it difficult as our rules and policies do not
specifically mention the need for them. When I discuss the necessity in
our regular meetings, they, the leaders in particular, do not consider
them as priority. They think we have more important issues to tackle
with. Unfortunately, I do not have enough power in decision making...
(P9, U2, 43, male).

They also referred to the imbalance between schools and universities. Another
participant expressed:

...In the teaching practice class, there is a lack of coordination between
schools and universities. When we visit schools for internships of our
students, it is challenging to establish coordination between the
manager, teachers at the schools, and students. They do not help and
give us extra work. Naturally, our students grow up as technical staff.
They learn the new approaches at the university; however, it does not
matter how many new approaches they know. They do not practice at
schools as needed. The situation should be the opposite. Schools should
also be responsible for teacher training. Schools should be our
laboratory. We must place them in real class environments. As to
universities, the case is not different. The academic leaders do not
simply care. They do not even listen to our criticism. It is a minor issue
for them when we compare this with other administrative tasks. They
only check if our students have completed internships. (P15, U3, 43,
male).

As the second crucial organizational culture barrier to instructional innovation for
Turkish academic staff members, two categories were framed under the characteristics
of member themes. These are, indeed, closely interwoven aspects of academic staff
members’ reactions to instructional innovations. Specifically, the organizational
culture barriers to instructional innovation, low capacity for innovation, and
normative commitment essentially emerged under this theme. A low capacity for
innovation in the emerging category was the most frequently cited with two discrete
stakeholders emerging from this: academic staff members and second students.

One individual stated regarding academic staff members:

...Instructional innovations are important, but in the academic
environment, innovation is understood as technological innovations,
using projection, smart boards, computers. These are technological
tools. Instructional innovation should be in the methods used in the
lecture under the content of the courses. However, we misinterpret
them. For example, student-centred learning means students’ giving a
lesson. Using a computer-supported collaborative approach means
academic staff members using PowerPoint with many slides. Besides,
the workload and academic staff’s lack of knowledge of the culture in
primary and secondary schools may account for some of the factors
preventing an innovative approach. Unfortunately, we cannot train
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future teachers to be equipped with the new approaches... (P8, U2, 45,
female).

And another commented on students:

... Our students have been accustomed to the direct method of primary
education. They are always evaluated through multiple choice exams.
When I ask an open-ended question, they cannot elaborate their deepest
ideas. They lack higher-order thinking skills. They are expecting us to
tell them everything from A to Z. They do not know how to take on the
responsibility of learning. These are the best students in Turkey, or lets’
say, the best multiple-choice answerers. However, innovative
instructional approaches require the active participation of the students,
working in teams, or collaboratively. When I try one of these methods,
most of them get bored and complain. Their old habits are hard to
change in four years. In addition to this, they must take the Public
Service Personnel Selection Examination in order to be appointed as a
teacher. In the final year, this exam thoroughly reduces their interest in
classes. They start to ask questions about this exam as if I am one of the
exam developers. The fact that students are not interested in innovative
approaches within three years is hampering me... (P20, U4, 43, male).

The issue of reward and recognition was another barrier mentioned. This theme
comes up in discussions of quantity-based academic achievement criteria. The
comment below illustrates the assessment criteria in terms of the research role of
academic staff members:

...The main success criterion for academic staff depends on the number
of academic publications. The more publications you have, the more
citations you have, the more successful you are. Numerical values
measure success... (P7, U2, 42, male).

Another interviewee mentioned the role of teaching as:

...The other important role of the academic staff is teaching. It is
important if we are in the classroom rather than how we lecture or
which innovative approaches we apply. A rise in salary and academic
promotion have become so important that the content of the lessons
does not count. Using instructional innovations in such an environment
is up to you. They only evaluate the course through student surveys at
the end of the year. If you meet the needs of the students written in that
survey, it is enough for you to be successful because they do not ask if
you are using innovative approaches or not. There is also a contradiction
here. Our workload is based on teaching, and our success criteria are
based on publications... (P5, U1, 39, female).

The last two themes emerging from the analysis were leadership styles and support
mechanisms, the least underlined aspects of organizational barriers to instructional
innovations.
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The Views of Academic Staff Members regarding organizational Culture Facilitators
for Instructional Innovations at Public Universities in Turkey (RQ2)

Five main facilitators have been identified regarding instructional innovation
according to the views of academic staff members at public universities in Turkey.
Facilitators are those institutional factors, characteristics of members, rewards and
recognition, leadership styles, and support mechanisms that can promote instructional
innovation, student-centred learning, collaborative learning, and the use of
educational technologies. The themes overlap with the ones in organizational culture
barriers to instructional innovations, but the categories and the codes displayed
variation (see Table 2).

Table 2

The Perceptions of Academic Staff Members on the Organizational Cultural Facilitators for
Instructional Innovations

Themes Categories f* % Codes
Characteristics High capacity for Academic staff:
of members innovation 12 7.05  having
research
collaboration
Students:
9 529  being open to new
approaches.
Affective commitment 10 5.88  caring about image

8 4.7 caring about
organizational
citizenship

Leadership style Mid-level
Democratic
11 6.47  caring the efforts
10 5.88  using expert power

Institutional Bottom-up 11 6.47  macro-managed
factors management features
8 4.7 democratic
Flexible structure 7 411  freedom of speech
Support mechanism 12 7.05  permission
Availability of resources 4 235  incentives
Reward 6 352 teamwork
and recognition Development based 2 117 new and
achievement criteria prospective studies

The theme—the characteristics of members—was given utmost importance in
comparison to other aspects. In that regard, the categories that surfaced were mainly
a high capacity for innovation and affective commitment. A common view concerning
issues with high capacity for innovation amongst the interviewees was research
collaboration. One stated as follows:
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... I find my projects. I collaborate with academics abroad. I see what
they do. My network increases. The network is significant for the
academician. I feel more flexible to express myself in the projects —I can
be more innovative, which is necessary for the project. I get the
opportunity to see what others do, and I can transfer these applications
to my students. Moreover, I participate in other studies at Turkish
universities where I meet different professors and benefit from their
ideas. I also undertake interdisciplinary studies. For example, we design
robots for students in special education as part of the BAP project. I
work together with my colleagues to discuss more in different areas.
Thanks to this research collaboration, I share the findings with my
students after making a template in my head. I practice in classrooms
and I keep going if my students like it. The process of innovation I am
experiencing is incredible... (P5, Ul, 39, female).

The other most frequent highlights made by the participants centred around two
main themes: leadership style and institutional factors. The former theme involves one
category and is visible from the frequency analysis in which the participants placed
the greatest importance on the democratic leadership style of mid-level leaders. One
of the participants mentioned how mid-level leaders are:

... Our dean listens to us and incorporates our ideas in the decision-
making process. She does not force us to do what she wants. Let me give
you an example. Recently, they wanted to assign one of my Ph.D.
students to a faculty journal. They called me and explained the reasons
for choosing my student. They asked if it was appropriate, and I felt how
they valued me. Furthermore, when I want to develop a project or apply
a new approach, she supports me and makes recommendations based
on her experience. I am glad to work with the dean. I know that senior-
level leaders are oppressive because of the bureaucratic structure. They
rule the university with the regulations of the government. But my dean
implements her strategy in the most efficient way possible. She does not
apply pressure and behaves as a bridge between top management and
us. She maintains the balance. My motivation increases and I find myself
encouraged to innovate both in class and in my research.... (P2, U1, 39,
male).

Concerning the latter theme, the issues that bottom-up management features and
organic structure were particularly prominent in the interview data. In that respect,
participants mostly mentioned the flow of management as bottom-up. One respondent
reported as follows:

... My university has a bottom-up management system. The program
comes from senior management. They send it to the relevant academic
unit and this unit makes its own decision. I have never experienced a
disagreement between the bottom and top levels. A democratic
understanding leaves the decision to the concerned group. With this
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style, ] am more comfortable to suggest new implementations and apply
them for the students.... (P18, U4, 51, male).

Very few participants referred to the organizational culture facilitator for
instructional innovations in support mechanisms and reward and recognition themes.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

The main goal of this study was to examine the organizational culture barriers and
facilitators for instructional innovation. It was based on the views of academic staff
members of Turkish public universities. As previously mentioned, the organizational
culture barriers and facilitators for instructional innovation were identified as separate
factors in terms of negative and positive aspects.

Based on the results concerning organizational culture barriers to instructional
innovation, the analysis resulted in several significant findings, three of which seem to
be the most important. First, the opinions of the academic staff on the structure
reflected the idea that the higher education system in Turkey is over-centralized and
has little autonomy and merit. According to the participants, the current structure of
higher education may evidence a bureaucratic and mechanistic process due to the
influence of COHE as an external governing body for all the universities. Thus, the
universities had become subject to increasing challenges concerning instructional
innovation. These results are in accordance with the findings in the literature (Aktan,
2007; Balyer, 2011; Guruz, 2001; Ivie, 2005; Ozipek, 2008). They demonstrate that
universities are challenged by the control and sovereignty of political authorities, and
as a result, academic staff members are becoming increasingly less satisfied. If we now
turn to the imbalance between the Ministry of Education (MoE) and universities,
participants revealed, as previously proclaimed by Alaz and Birinci (2009), Isikoglu,
fvrendi and Sahin (2007), and Shantz (2005), that the relationship between the
universities implementing teacher education programs and practice schools under the
jurisdiction of the MoE is described as a sophisticated and formal relationship. This
finding broadly supports the work of other studies in this area (Guncer, 1997; Kiraz,
2003; Yilmaz, 2011) that cooperation between the faculty members and teachers at the
practice schools will ensure that prospective teachers become more innovative and
contemporaneous.

The second important finding from the analysis is that academic staff members’
lack of practice in schools as either a teacher, director, or inspector. This result is
consistent with the findings of Bozak, Ozdemir, and Seraslan (2016), stating that
professional practices at school is an essential factor in recognizing the teaching
profession. It is encouraging to corroborate this finding with that found by Yilmaz
(2017), who reports that academic staff members are recruited at the faculty of
education regardless of their experience or their pedagogical background. He further
explains that this is due to the culture at the faculty of education. In a similar vein, Ira
(2011), Ozcan, Karatas, Caglar, and Polat (2014) support this notion that academic staff
members are expected to be dependent individuals who neither criticize nor cause
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problems due to the centralized and controlled culture of the faculties of education.
The participants also specified that their students are afraid of the KPSS exam (in
Turkish: Kamu Personeli Se¢gme Sinavi - the Public Service Personnel Selection
Examination), which is the only way to launch a teaching career at a state school in
Turkey. Bozak et al., 2016, and Yilmaz (2017) state that as soon as a student is enrolled
in the faculty of education, he /she must consider the KPSS, which harms their
education and makes them difficult to focus merely on the instructional innovation
present in the courses.

Thirdly, the participants further emphasized the academic achievement criteria as
another organizational culture barrier to instructional innovation. In Turkey, the
success of academicians is determined by looking at the number of publications they
have had, rather than according to the nature of their work or how they teach.
However, as a contradictory fact, they are generally tasked with teaching duties that
challenge them to publish. As noted by Callinicos (2006), being rewarded at both the
institutional and individual levels is achieved according to research performance,
which is an inevitable conclusion to the re-construction of higher education for the last
20 years. This idea is broadly supported by the research that has already been
conducted in Turkey (Kalayci, 2009; TED, 2009; Yilmaz, 2017; YOK, 2007), stating that
the performance evaluation process for the academic staff stemming from neo-liberal
policies has resulted in texts being published regardless of their content alongside
receiving a performance evaluation-based fee based on the number of publications.
This issue has, of course, severed the link between scientific practices and critical
thinking and inquiry. Accordingly, Kalayci (2009) clarified that in Turkey, there is no
integrated systematic university-specific assessment system covering both summative
and formative assessments. She added several appropriate summative and formative
evaluation methods, which include student ratings, peer evaluation, self-evaluation of
faculty members, assessment of student learning, administrator evaluation, external
expert evaluation, alumni ratings, teaching awards, media documentation-videos, and
employer opinions of graduates.

Based on the results concerning organizational culture facilitators for instructional
innovation, these are the three most important findings. The most mentioned
facilitator is the innovative orientation that the participants have is the joint research
collaboration in which the researchers come together to address complex issues
(Godley, 2013). According to Castells (2000), research collaboration networks are
gradually supplanting hierarchical forms of universities, which directly explains the
situation in Turkey. Additionally, it is stimulating to compare this result with that of
Granovetter (1973) that research collaboration pushes the changes in institutional rules
resulting in a reduction of the bureaucracy inherent to an organizational culture. The
results of this study are in line with that of Huang (2014), who demonstrated that
research networks derive benefit from higher education institutions by taking part in
international collaborative projects, promoting creativity and innovation, and
enabling organizational development (Godley, 2013). Huang (2014) further
emphasizes that this organizational facilitator compels universities to promote the
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professional development of their researchers and enhances their research capacity
organically from the bottom-up rather than from the top-down.

The second important issue for organizational culture facilitator for instructional
innovation are those mid-level leaders who use their expert power and care about the
undertakings. Mid-level leaders have a distinctive position to ensure clear
communication between high-level leaders and academic staff. Supporting the
findings, Layne et al. (2010) further add that they represent the collaborative options
of, and push for, the improvement of programs for faculty which require expert power
and social skills. This study also supports the evidence from previous studies (Ozaslan,
2006; Sypawka, 2008) stating that mid-level leaders identify the necessary changes and
envision the direction of the instructional innovations taking place at universities.
however, the results are inconsistent with several other studies (Simsek &
Garipagaoglu, 2016; Vatanartiran & Garipagaoglu, 2013) that indicate mid-level
leaders attach importance to power and task their subordinates with making the
decisions which hampers instructional innovation.

The third significant facilitator in this study is the bottom-up management features
at a university. Aside from the present results, previous studies have demonstrated
that bottom-up management allows academic staff members through active
involvement to be more open, productive, and improve instructional approaches in
new ways (Jackson, 2013; Kenney, 2002). These results further support the idea that
freedom of speech is a fundamental academic value integral to developing and
expounding personal and collective innovative methods at universities, since these are
the sources of a university’s benefit to the society and itself, as revealed by Bok and
Bok (2009) and Boulton and Lucas (2011).

Contributions and Implications

The findings of this research provide several contributions to the current literature
to understand the issues associated with the organizational culture barriers and
facilitators for instructional innovation in terms of the perceptions of academic staff
members. Concerning organizational culture barriers to instructional innovation, this
study provides in-depth insight into the common and unique aspects of organizational
culture for instructional innovation. The findings corroborate the idea that the higher
education system is over-centralized and requires extensive reform to ensure that
instructional innovation continues at Turkish universities. Accordingly, the most
critical implication here is the introduction of a decentralized higher education system
in which academic staff members pursue their research and teaching and are
independent from all centralized authority and economic power. As this study has
revealed, teaching candidates in the faculties of education are trained theoretically.
This finding may help us understand that academic staff members lack knowledge
regarding primary/secondary schools. Thus, for a more effective and successful
teacher education system, academic staff members can be more inclined to the
practices taking place in the schools before joining the staff of a university. Moreover,
they may be provided in-service training by teacher support centres. These findings
also have significant implications for understanding that quantity based academic
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achievement criteria create a competitive and demanding culture. So, this study lays
the groundwork for future research into using appropriate methods and tools to
measure the performance of academic staff members to conceptualize the
development of teacher education positively.

Regarding the organizational culture facilitators for instructional innovation, the
contribution of this study has been to confirm that Turkish academic staff members
have access to research collaborations to drive their professional success at the
individual, organizational, and inter-organizational levels. Academic staff members
can be provided opportunities such as projects, seminars, and workshops by the
universities to encounter new ideas in instructional approaches. Moreover, this study
strengthens the idea that mid-level leaders decisively impact the organizational
culture for supporting instructional innovation to ensure a clear direction in Turkish
universities. The findings will be of interest to academic leaders that use legal power
rather than expert power, since using expert/charismatic power facilitates the
formation of an innovative culture. Furthermore, these findings may help us
understand that academic staff feel valued when their ideas are appreciated through
bottom-up management approaches.

Limitations and Recommendations

Besides these advantages, a few limitations need to be noted. Future studies are
necessary for this area to develop a full picture of OC barriers and facilitators for
instructional innovation in Turkish universities among all the academic members of
all faculties and departments from all stakeholders. A further study focusing on the
OC and instructional innovations of both public and private universities is therefore
suggested. In future investigations, it might be possible to identify these results by
quantitative studies to strengthen the findings of this study in different contexts. As a
basis for future research, this study adds value by reflecting Turkish academics® values
and beliefs that both hinder and facilitate instructional innovation. Future research can
further investigate the relationship between OC and instructional innovation at
Turkish universities.
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Tiirk Universitelerinde Egitimsel Yenilikleri Engelleyici ya da
Kolaylastiric1 Orgiit Kiiltiirii Faktorleri

Atif:

Caliskan, A., & Zhu, C. (2021). Organizational culture barriers and facilitators for
instructional innovations at the faculty of education. Eurasian Journal of
Educational Research, 92, 137-166, DOI: 10.14689/ ejer.2021.92.8

Ozet

Problem Durumu: Kuresellesen diinyada isletme, sanayi, saglik ve egitim sektorlerinde
yiiksek niteliklere sahip kisilere ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Bu nedenle, yiiksekdgretim
kurumlarindan, hizla degisen topluma uyum saglamalar1 icin 6grencileri daha iyi
donatmalar1 beklenmektedir. Bu konular {iniversitelerin yenilik¢i olmalari igin bask1
yaratmaktadir. Ancak yapilan calismalar bazi yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinin yenilige
direncgli oldugunu gostermektedir (Garison & Kanuka, 2004; Latchem & ark., 2007;
Schneckenberg, 2009; Zhu & Engels, 2014). Bununla birlikte yenilik tizerinde orgiit
kilttirtiniin etkisi olduguna inanilmaktadir. Brennan, Ryan, Ranga, Broek, Durazzi ve
Kamphuis’a (2014) gore, yenilikci uygulamalar yaraticilifi artirmakta ve farkindalig:
genisletmektedir. Bu nedenle, yenilige acik ve degisime kars: daha az direncli ¢rgiit
kiiltiirtine ihtiyacimiz olduguna dikkat cekmektedirler. Obendhain ve Johnson (2004)
ise orgiit kiiltiirti tipinin yenilik tizerindeki etkisini arastirdiklari calismalarmnda,
yenilik¢i (Adhocracy) kiiltiir tipinin yenilik i¢in ideal oldugu sonucuna ulagsmislardir.
Alanyazin ayrica, 6rgiit kiiltiiri ile orgiitsel yenilikgilik arasindaki iliskiye dogrudan
odaklanan bazi ¢alismalar icermektedir (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron,
1996; Mohammed & Bardai, 2012; Vaira, 2004; Zhu, 2013). Alanyazinda yonetim,
yaraticilik, 6rgiitsel stratejiler, isbirligi, iletisim, stire¢ inovasyonu, yenilik¢i yetenekler
ve orgiitsel tipler gibi yiiksekogretimde var olan orgiit kiiltiirtinii ve yeniligini analiz
etmede yararli olacak bazi calismalar vardir (Cohen & Ball, 2007; Kozma, 1985;
Schneckenberg, 2009; Zhu & Engels, 2014, Durazzi & Kamphuisi 2014). Bununla
birlikte, bu tiir calismalar, yiliksekdgretim kurumlarinda egitimsel yenilikleri etkileyen
orgiitsel kiltiir 6zelliklerine odaklanmakta sinirli kalmaktadir. Ayrica arastirmacilar,
orgiit kultturtintin tiniversitelerde egitim degisikligi icin miikemmel bir katalizor
olabilecegini bildirmektedir. (Tushmann & O'Reilly, 1997; Tierney, 2008), Zhu &
Engels, 2014; Glor, 2014). Bu baglamda bu arastrmanin problemini egitimsel
yenilikleri olumlu ya da olumsuz olarak etkileyen 6rgiit kiiltiirti faktorlerinin neler
oldugunu belirlemek olusturmaktadir.

Arastirmanin Amaci: Bu ¢alismanin genel amaci, Tiirk yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda
egitimsel yenilikleri engelleyici ve kolaylastirict orgut kiilttirti  faktorlerini
belirlemektir. Calismada 6gretim tiyelerinin goriislerine ve mevcut alan yazina yer
verilerek bu faktorlerin neler oldugu belirlenmeye ¢alisilmistir.

Aragtirmamin Yontemi: Bu ¢alismada, 4 devlet iiniversitesinde ¢alisan 20 akademik
personelle yari-yapilandirilmis gortisme yaparak, bu kisilerin egitimsel yenilikleri
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engelleyici ya da kolaylastirici orgiit kilttirti faktorleri hakkindaki goriisleri
arastirilmustir.  Yapilan gortismeler, Tiirk yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda egitimsel
yeniligin ontindeki engeller ve kolaylastiricilarla ilgili detaylar: ortaya ¢itkarmak igin
kullanilmustir. Bu ¢alismaya dahil edilecek tiniversiteleri secerken iki asamali tabakal1
ornekleme tasarmmu kullanilmustir. flk asamada TUBITAK tarafindan 2015 yilinda
hazirlanan Girigimci Yenilikgi Universite Endeksinde yer alan toplam 50 devlet
iiniversitesi ve 6zel tiniversite dahil edilmistir. Tkinci asamada, 50 tiniversiteden, ayni
sehirdeki dort devlet tiniversitesi (uygun 6rnekleme) secilmistir, ¢tinkii her biri listede
farkli bir ytizde oranmin parcasidir ve yenilikgilik endeksini gosteren farkli puanlar
almistir (maksimum cesitlilik). Boylece, bu tiniversiteler Tiirkiye’deki tiniversitelerin
heterojen yapisini temsil etmesi amaglanmustir.

Arastirmanmin Bulgulari: Ttirkiye'deki devlet tiniversitelerindeki akademik personelin
goriislerine gore egitimde yenilikcilige iliskin bes ana engel ve kolaylastirici tespit
edilmistir. Bunlar egitimde yeniliklerden 6grenci merkezli 6grenmeyi, isbirlikli
ogrenmeyi ve egitim teknolojilerinin kullanimim1  engelleyebilecek veya
destekleyebilecek kurumsal faktorler, tiyelerin 6zellikleri, 6diiller ve taninma, liderlik
stilleri ve destek mekanizmalaridir. Egitimsel yenilikleri engelleyici ya da
kolaylastirict orgiit kiilttirti temalar1 ortiismekte; ancak kategoriler ve kodlar
degiskenlik gostermektedir.

Arastirmann Sonuglar: ve Oneriler: Akademik personelin goriislerine gore, egitimsel
yenilikleri engelleyen orgtitsel kiiltiir faktorlerinin en o6nemlisi tniversitelerin
yapisidir. Akademik personel Tiirkiye'deki yiiksekogretim sisteminin asir
merkezilestirildigini ve cok az 6zerklik ve degere sahip oldugu fikrini savunmaktadir.
Katilimcilara gore, YOK'iin tim iiniversiteler icin harici bir yonetim organi
olmasindan dolayi, mevcut yiiksekogretim kurumlar1 biirokratik ve mekanik bir
yapiya sahiptir. Bu nedenle, tiniversiteler, egitimde yenilik yapma ve yenilikci
yaklasimlart kullanma konusunda zorluklara maruz kalmislardir. Bu sonuglar
alanyazindaki bulgulara uygundur (Aktan, 2007; Altbach, 2001; Balyer, 2011; Biiken,
2006; Giiriiz, 2001; ivie, 2005; Ozipek, 2008). Bu calismalar, iiniversitelerin siyasi
otoritelerin kontrolii ve egemenligi ile miicadele ettigi ve akademik personelin gittikce
memnuniyet diizeyinin azaldigin gostermektedir.

Egitimsel yenilik i¢in 6rgiit kiiltiirii kolaylastiricilari ile ilgili sonuglara bakildiginda,
katilimcilarin en ¢ok {izerinde durdugu orgiit kiltiirti kolaylastiricisinin yenilige
yonelim oldugu goriilmektedir. Katilimcilar, karmasik sorunlart ¢6zmek icin
meslektaslariyla biraraya geldikleri ortak arastirma is birligi sayesinde egitimsel
yenilikleri 6grenme ve uygulama konusunda kendilerini gelistirdiklerini ifade
etmislerdir. Castells'e (2000) gore, arastirma is birligi aglari, Tiirkiye'deki durumu
dogrudan agiklayan tiniversitelerin hiyerarsik yapisim1 yavas yavas degistirecek
tirden birlikteliklerdir. Ek olarak, arastirma is birlikleri bir kurum kiilttirtine 6zgit
biirokrasinin azalmasi i¢in kurumsal kurallarin degistirilmesi igin uyaric1 vazifesi
gormektedir. Bu calismanin sonuglari, arastirma aglarinin uluslararas: isbirlikgi
projelere katilarak, yaraticilig1 ve yeniligi tesvik ederek ve 6rgiitsel kalkinmayi tesvik
ederek yiiksekogretim kurumlarmin fayda sagladigini gosteren Huang (2014) ile
benzerdir. Huang (2014) ayrica, bu kurumsal kolaylastiricinin yiiksekogretim
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kurumlarindaki arastirmacilari mesleki gelisime yo6nlendirdigini, arastirma
kapasitelerini yukaridan asagiya degil, asagidan yukariya organik olarak arttirdigini
vurgulamaktadir.

Bu calisma, 8gretmen egitiminin gelisimini olumlu bir sekilde kavramsallastirmak icin
gereken uygun yontem ve araclar1 kullanmaya yonelik gelecekteki arastirmalara
zemin hazirlamaktadir. Bu c¢alisma, yiiksekogretim kurumlarinda egitimsel
yenliklerin kullanimin1 artirmak icin, asir1 merkeziyet¢i olan yapida kokliu
degisiklikler yapilmasi gerektigini ortaya koymustur. Ayrica, akademik personeli
yenilikci egitimsel yaklasimlar: kullanmaya tesvik etmek icin bu konular hakkinda
akademik personele seminerler ve calistaylar diizenlenebilir ve akademik personelin
projelere katilmasi saglanabilir. Bu calisma egitimsel yeniliklerin uygulamasimi
engelleyici ya da kolaylagtirict kurumsal kiiltiir faktorlerinin neler oldugunu
belirledigi icin 6nem arz etmektedir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Akademik personel, nitel calisma, merkeziyetci yapi, arastirma
aglar.



